INTRODUCTION
The San Francisco Bay Estuary, one of the most economically and ecologically important estuarine systems in the Nation, receives a broad range of agricultural organic pesticides that vary widely in their environmental behavior, sources, seasonality, and toxicity. The drainage system of the estuary includes the Central Valley of California ( fig. I ), most of which is imgated and intensively farmed for a diverse group of crops. Agriculture in the Central Valley accounts for 10 percent of the total pesticide use in the United States-20,000 tons annually and over 500 different organic compounds (Wright and ~hillips, 1988) .
Little is known about the timing or actual amounts of pesticides that enter the estuary. To gain a better understanding of the transport, transformation, and ultimate fate of pesticides within the estuary, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) began'the San Francisco Bay Estuary Toxic Contaminants Project in 1990.
Two rivers, the Sacramento and the San Joaquin, drain most of the Central Valley and account for the largest loads of pesticides to the San Francisco Bay Estuary. Water samples were collected routinely at two sites, one on the San Joaquin River at Vernalis and one on the Sacramento River at Sacramento, and were analyzed for selected dissolved pesticides. The site at Vernalis, a long-term USGS water-quality station, is downstream of most other riverine inputs from the San Joaquin Valley, and the site at Sacramento is downstieam of most other riverine inputs from the Sacramento Valley.
This report presents a compilation of the dissolved pesticide data collected at Vernalis and at Sacramento. Water samples were collected routinely at Vernalis beginning in January 1991 and at Sacramento beginning in May 1991. Sample collection continued at both sites through April 1994: The samples were analyzed for concentrations of selected pesticides, and the resuIts of the analyses were compiled. -d1.3 IWater samples were collected at Vernalis near the center of flow using a D-74 depth-integrating, discharge-weighting sampler designed to provide a representative sample of the average suspendedsediment concentration for a river cross section (Porterfield, 1992) . Samples collected during 2 or more consecutive days usually were combined for analysis. During critical sampling periods such as during periods of rainfall, water samples collected during a single day were analyzed.
Water samples were collected from the Sacramento River and processed singly. These samples were collected three times a week at a point in the river near the center of flow, which under normal flow conditions is representative of a cross sec!ion. Two different .sample collectors were used at the Sacramento River site. From May 10, 1991, through November 20, 1991, the samples were collected using a specially designed two-bottle sampler that was weighted with a 15-pound brass fish and was built to hold two 1-liter amber glass bottles. From November 20, 1991 , through April 30, 1994 , a D-77 depth-integrating, discharge-weighting sampler equipped with a Teflon bottle and nozzle was used to collect the samples.
All water samples were, filtered through a baked 0.7-micron glass-fiber filter, and the pesticides were extracted using C-8 solid-phase extraction cartridges. A surrogate compound, terbuthylazine, was added before extraction to provide quantitative data on the efficiency of the extraction. The cartridges were dried with carbon dioxide and,then eluted with hexane:diethyl ether (1:l). The eluant was concentrated and analyzed using gas chromatography/rnass spectometry (GCIMS).
Initially, water samples collected from the Sacramento River at Sacramento were analyzed only for pesticides used on rice, a major crop in the Sacramento Valley. In contrast, water samples collected frdm the San Joaquin River at Vernalis were analyzed for a large suite of pesticides. Beginning in August 1991, the water samples collected at both sites were analyzed for the same suite of pesticides. Other pesticides were added to the analysis during the course of the study as additional information on pesticide usage in the Central Valley became available. Water samples collected from January 1991 through September 1992 were processed and analyzed using one analytical method, and those samples collected from October 1992 through April 1994 were processed and analyzed using a modified analytical method. The modifications included reducing the volume of water extracted and adding ~/ t I ? iinternal standards for quantification of the pesticides. Details of the analytical and modified analytical 4/1719q methods, including accuracy and precision of data, are described by. Crepeau and others (1994) .
QUALITY ASSURANCE
Equipment blanks, replicate samples, matrix spikes, and surrogate recovery were the types of quality-control data collected. The equipment blanks were processed about every 20 samples and at the beginning and end of intensive sampling. None of the pesticides analyzed for were detected in the equipment blanks. Replicate samples constituted about 10 percent of the samples analyzed and were within 25 percent agreement for each of the pesticides detected. Matrix spikes of all the analytes were checked on a regular basis after the method had been validated (Crepeau and others, 1994) . Recovery of the surrogate, terbuthylazine, was recorded to assess the efficiency of each extraction. The average percent recovery and standard deviation for .terbuthylazine was calculated for each year. Sample data were excluded if the recovery of terbuthylazine was outside the warning limit; that is, the annual mean 1.5 standard deviations.
COMPILATION OF DATA
The method detection limits determined for each pesticide using the original or modified method M p LJ are given in table 1 (at back of report). Pesticide data collected from the San Joaquin River at C" Vernalis are presented in tables 2 through 5 (at back of report), and pesticide data collected from the Sacramento River at Sacramento are presented in tables 6 through:9 (at backof Ireport). The method detection limits are dependent on both the matrix and the,pesticide and were determined using the 99-percent confidence level. Pesticide concentrations below' the method detection1 limit are in parenthesis in the data tables because these values are estimates. 
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